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Abstract: This paper scientometrically investigates concentration in economics between 1956
and 2016 using a large-scale data set. It is revealed that economics is highly concentrated
along six dimensions: articles, journals, regions, institutions, authors, and paradigms. North
America accounts for half of all published articles and three quarters of all citations, while the
top twenty academic institutions reap a share of 42 percent of all citations. The top 100 authors
alone receive a share of 15 percent. Five journals account for 27.7 percent of all citations and
only 8 percent of all articles, and 3 percent of all citations may be attributed to heterodox
schools of thought. The overall Gini coefficient for the distribution of citations among articles
is 0.72. Generally, concentration is found to increase towards the top of the discipline and to be
higher and more persistent on the level of citations than on the level of articles. Concentration
has increased over the last few decades, with the strongest increases occurring already until
the 1970s.
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1 Introduction
The constitution of economics as a discipline, both in terms of content and institutional struc-
ture, has been much debated over the last few decades. Many authors have argued that, more
than most other disciplines, economics is concentrated in terms of volume and recognition of
economic research (Fourcarde et al., 2015; Varga, 2011). This concentration occurs along at
least six dimensions: individual articles, journals, regions, institutions, authors, and paradigms.
Investigating these dimensions is crucial, as the development of elites within economics may
lead to an intellectual ‘lock-in’ that inhibits innovation and change and acts as a barrier for
alternative ideas and approaches (Hodgson and Rothman, 1999).
One way of capturing the phenomenon of concentration in science is scientometrics, i.e. the
statistical analysis of quantitative data about scientific research. The most common function
of scientometrics today is the calculation of citation metrics such as impact factors which are
used to establish rankings for journals, departments or authors. However, scientometrics also
has a ‘cognitive’ function (Rip and Courtial, 1984), as it allows to reveal latent structures in
scientific discourses. For instance, it may be used to identify influential authors and papers
(Pasadeos et al., 1998), theories (Merwe et al., 2007), to investigate the relationships between
journals (Cason and Lubotsky, 1936; Eagly, 1975), or to identify related research as well as
theoretical and disciplinary boundaries (W. Arms and C. Arms, 1978; Gatrell and Smith, 1984;
Narin et al., 1972).
In this paper, we apply scientometric methods to a large-scale data set of over 3.6 million
citations of around 450,000 articles published between 1956 and 2016 in the 675 economics
journals listed in Thomson Reuters’ Web of Science. To our knowledge, this cutting-edge big
data analysis is the first to capture six dimensions of concentration in economics. The long time
period covered by our data set also makes it possible to provide an overview of the dynamics
of concentration in the discipline over time.
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2 Concentration in Economics
Several studies have addressed at least one dimension of concentration in economics. For
instance, on the level of authors, Tollison and Goff (1986) find that, within their discipline,
influential economists are cited substantially more than influential physicists within physics.
On the level of articles, Laband and Tollison (2003) report that a quarter of all articles in
1974 and 1996 were ‘dry holes’ that received 0 citations. Laband (2013) adds to this picture
and shows for a sample of 248 economics journals between 2001–2005 that the top 5 percent of
articles received 55 percent of all citations, while the lower 55 percent of articles only accounted
for 10 percent of all citations, indicating an uneven distribution of citations on the article level.
Similarly, he finds that the top 10 percent of journals account for half of all citations and
87 percent of the highest impact articles. Concentration of high impact research in few top
journals has also been addressed by Card and DellaVigna (2013) and prominently discussed
during a panel at the recent 2017 Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association which
dealt with the special status of the ‘Top Five’ journals in economics: the American Economic
Review (AER), the Quarterly Journal of Economics (QJE), the Journal of Political Economy
(JPE), Econometrica (EMA) and the Review of Economic Studies (RES). In his panel address
at the conference, Heckman (2017) showed RePEc data to illustrate the dominant role of these
journals and voiced concern that the disciplines’ excessive deference to them may act as a
barrier to innovation.
In addition, there is pronounced a geographical concentration in economics, the United
States holding an especially dominant position in the discipline (Coupé, 2003). Hodgson and
Rothman (1999) report that 66 percent of authors and 71 percent of journal editors were
located in U.S. institutions. Kalaitzidakis et al. (1999) find that North American (USA and
Canada) authors made up between 69 and 90 percent of all authors in ten core journals between
1970 and 1994.
Even within the United States, only a few high profile economics departments play a decisive
role. According to Fourcarde et al. (2015), institutional concentration within economics’ most-
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cited journals is more pronounced than in other disciplines. This suggests that economics is
oriented more inward and towards the top of its internal hierarchy. Congruently, Wu (2007)
finds that five economics departments accounted for 47, 29, and 22 percent of published pages
in the QJE, JPE and AER, respectively. Similarly, Kocher and Sutter (2001) show that
authors affiliated with ten American universities accounted for a quarter of articles published
in 15 top-journals. This effect was found to be even stronger when considering PhD affiliations
rather than current affiliations. Also previous studies reported that graduates from selected
top graduate programs accounted for the majority of published pages (Hirsch et al., 1984;
Hogan, 1986) and highest performing authors (Cox and Chung, 1991) in the most prestigious
economics journals.
Hodgson and Rothman (1999) revealed that this ‘institutional oligopoly’ also extends to
the level of journal editors. Twelve institutions accounted for 39 percent of journal editors in
the top 30 journals. The finding that personal ties between author and editor increase the
chance of publication (Laband and Piette, 1994; Medoff, 2003) offers one explanation for the
strong institutional concentration among authors. While Laband and Piette as well as Medoff
suggest that this ‘favoritism’ does not necessarily lead to the publication of lower quality
articles, Hodgson and Rothman worry that this situation might be a barrier for innovative
research in economics.
Furthermore, Medoff (2006) finds evidence for an institutional ‘Matthew effect’ in economics,
i.e. the positive effect of prestige on academic recognition of research (Merton, 1968), in partic-
ular for authors affiliated with Harvard University and the University of Chicago. Controlling
for author and journal quality as well as article-specific characteristics, articles by economists
from these elite universities were cited disproportionately more often and sooner after publi-
cation.
Concentration in economics also occurs in paradigmatic terms. It has been frequently sug-
gested that economics is dominated by a broadly neoclassical mainstream, characterized by a
formal and econometric approach. Heterodox schools of thought, in contrast, are marginalized
(Colander, Holt, and B. Rosser, 2004; Lee, 2004). Several reasons for this ‘mainstream core -
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heterodox periphery’ structure of the discipline (Colander, Holt, and J. B. Rosser, 2010; Davis,
2008; Dobusch and Kapeller, 2012) have been brought forward. These include a weakened po-
sition of heterodox schools of thought after the breakdown of the Fordist post-war order in the
1970s (Stockhammer, 2008; Stockhammer and Ramskogler, 2012), and more generally path
dependencies and network effects in the institutional structure of the discipline (Dobusch and
Kapeller, 2009; Sterman and Wittenberg, 1999).
In the following, we scientometrically analyse a large-scale data set in order to investigate
all of these six dimensions of concentration in economics and their dynamics over the course
of time.
3 Data
Our data set comprises 3,550,852 citations of 449,628 research items published between 1956
and 2016, retrieved from Thomson Reuters’ Web of Science (WoS). The selection of journals
for our sample was based on the WoS subject category economics, which lists 675 economics
journals for the observation period. In the data set we include all articles, reviews, and notes
as well as a subset of other research items which pass a threshold of ten citations1. In the
following we will refer to all research items in our data set as articles. Our analysis may be
understood as capturing economics’ internal structure as we only include articles published in
economics journals and restrict our analysis to citation relationships within and between them.
Links to journals from other disciplines are not analysed.
The size of the data set increases significantly with time as a result of the growing literature
in economics as well as due to higher coverage. Figure 1 shows the increases in articles and
1 The additional research items include editorial material, letters, book reviews, meeting abstracts, and dis-
cussions. Of the 207,220 articles with 63,983 citations in these categories we kept 1,630 accounting for 48,982
citations. The reason for the inclusion of items in these categories beyond a certain threshold is that, while
most items have nearly no citations, some outliers are highly cited and may rather be considered an article.
One example is Modigliani and Miller (1963) which is cited 383 times (before the data set is reduced), but
is listed as a book review. All other research items, which only constitute a very small fraction of the entries
in the Web of Science (5,048 articles and 4,510 citations), were not included (i.e. corrections, reprints,
bibliographies, biographical items, news items, fiction and creative prose, chronologies, and abstracts of
published items). A full overview can be found in table 10 in the appendix.
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citations, figure 2 shows the number journals over time2.
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Figure 1: Articles and citations .
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Figure 2: Published journals and cited journals.
In addition to the data from the WoS, data on location and authors’ affiliations, available for
the time period 1980-2014, was retrieved from Thomson Reuters’ InCites in order to be able
to investigate geographic and institutional concentration. To make the analysis of paradig-
matic concentration possible the data set was restricted to all journals that were still being
published in 2016. These journals were then coded as ‘heterodox’ or ‘mainstream’ on the basis
of the Heterodox Economics Directory (HED). The HED provides a list of all currently pub-
lished journals that are open to publications from heterodox schools of thought (Kapeller and
Springholz, 2016). The 46 journals in the restricted sample that are on this list were coded
as ‘heterodox’, the remaining 395 journals were coded as ‘mainstream’. The reduced data set
encompasses 3,351,005 citations of 375,854 articles in 441 journals. 234 Journals, which were
no longer published in 2016, were discarded from the analysis of paradigmatic concentration
due to a lack of a satisfactory descriptor of their paradigmatic orientation. The results of the
scientometric analysis performed on these data sets are presented in what follows.
2 In some of the years, there are more cited than published journals. This is possible because the former are
drawn from the full period before the respective year, while the latter are only from the respective year.
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4 Results
4.1 Article concentration
Of the 449,628 articles in the data set, only around two thirds were cited at least once. The
most highly cited article received 4,425 citations while the average number of citations per
article is 11.8 with a standard deviation of 43.2. The median of 3 is significantly lower. This
skewness is a first indicator of a power-law distribution of citations, i.e. a concentration of
citations.The overall Gini of 0.72 further underlines this. Table 1 provides an overview of the
data.
Total citations 3,550,852
Total articles 449,628
Cited articles 302,120
Share of articles with zero citations 32.81
Mean citations per article 11.75
Median citations per article 3
Citations of the most highly cited article 4,425
Standard deviation of mean citations 43.22
Gini of citations 0.72
Table 1: Overview on citations to articles.
While the share of all citable articles that receive at least 1 citation each year continuously
increased since 1956 and is around 23 percent in 2016 (see figure 3), the overall distribution
of citations has become more concentrated. Figure 4 shows the share of citations going to the
top 1, 5, 10, and 50 percent of cited articles each year, i.e. of all articles that were cited at
least once3.
The share of the top 1 percent of cited articles increased from around 3 percent in the late
1950s to over 14 percent in 20164. Even stronger was the increase for the top 5 percent, which
accounted for around 12 percent in the late 1950s, compared to over 31 percent in 2016. The
top 10 of cited articles percent doubled their share from 21 to 43 percent, the share of the top
3 Note that the measures of concentration would be significantly higher if all citable articles were taken into
account.
4 As for the years 1956 and 1957 the number of items captured in the data was still low, it is more sensible
to use the entire period until 1960 as a point of reference.
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Figure 3: Share of cited articles of total citable ar-
ticles.
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Figure 4: Share of citations to the top 1, 5, 10, 50
percent of articles each year.
50 percent increased from 58 to 81 percent.
The Lorenz curves of citations for the six decades in our sample, depicted in figure 5, further
support the finding of increasing concentration on the article level.
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Figure 5: Lorenz curve of citations to articles by 10 years.
The sharpest increase in concentration can be observed from the first (1956-1966) to the
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1956-1966 1967-1976 1977-1986 1987-1996 1997-2006 2007-2016
36.55 55.51 62.11 65.15 65.91 69.24
Table 2: Gini of citations to articles.
second decade (1967-1976), where the Gini coefficient corresponding to the respective Lorenz
curve increased from 36.6 to 55.5 (see table 2). The Gini further rose until it stayed roughly
constant between 65 and 66 for the two periods between 1987 and 2006. In the last period it
climbed to 69.2.
4.2 Journal concentration
Concentration on the level of journals has been much discussed. Especially the role of the ‘Top
Five’ journals has received increasing attention over the last few years (AEA, 2017; Card and
DellaVigna, 2013). Table 3 provides an intuition of the extent of concentration attributable
to the ‘Top Five’ in terms of the share of citations and top articles (ranked by number of
citations) they account for.
Journal Share of
citations
Share of
top 100
articles
Share of
top 250
articles
Share of
top 500
articles
Share of
top 1000
articles
AER 8.51 9.00 10.40 13.80 13.50
EMA 6.81 29.00 21.20 19.40 16.20
JPE 5.53 18.00 17.60 16.80 13.80
QJE 4.15 11.00 10.40 9.40 10.10
RES 2.69 4.00 4.80 4.80 4.30
Total 27.69 71.00 64.40 64.20 57.90
Table 3: Share of citations to ’Top Five’ journals.
The AER alone receives 8.5 percent of all citations, followed by EMA with 6.8 percent, the
JPE with 5.5 percent, the QJE with 4.1 percent and the RES with 2.7 percent. In total,
the ‘Top Five’ account for 27.7 percent of all citations within the economics discipline. The
concentration is even more pronounced when considering the share of top articles that were
published in one of the five journals. Together, the ‘Top Five’ account for 57,9 percent of the
1000 most-cited articles in economics. The concentration still increases towards the top of
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the discipline. Of the top 500 and the top 250 articles, around 64 percent were published in
‘Top Five’ journals. In the 100 most-cited articles, they account for a staggering 71 percent.
Bearing in mind that there are 675 journals in the sample, the substantial concentration of
top articles and citations in the ‘Top Five’ is remarkable. It is interesting to note that while
the AER clearly is the most-cited journal, especially EMA and JPE have a significantly higher
number of top articles; a tendency that decreases the more articles are included.
Due to the fact that the field of economics is rapidly increasing in size and the share of ‘Top
Five’ articles in the data set decreases since the 70s, it is not surprising that also the share of
citations falls from its peak of around 49.7 to 21.7 percent (see figure 6). However, it is still
striking that ‘Top Five’ Articles make up only around 2 percent of all articles in the data set
in 2016, yet receive around 22 percent of all citations.
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Figure 6: Share of citations to and articles in the
‘Top Five‘ journals.
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Figure 7: Share of ‘Top Five‘ journals in 100, 250,
500, 1000 most-cited articles, 1980-2014.
The share of top-cited articles published in ‘Top Five’ journals has also been decreasing
concurrently with the decrease of their overall share of articles in economics after the early
1970s (see figure 7). After steady increases up to that point, the share of the ‘Top Five’ in
the 100, 250, 500 most-cited articles was on average around 70 percent during the first half of
the 1970s. Only for the 1000 most-cited articles it was lower at around 67 percent. While the
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share in the 250, 500, and 1000 most-cited articles fell continuously to 60, 55, and 52 percent,
respectively, the share in the 100 most-cited articles was stable for most of the observation
period and only started to decline after 2007. In 2016 it was still 66 percent. Again, it is
noteworthy that concentration increases towards the top.
The concentration along the journal dimension as a whole further substantiates the findings
made for the ‘Top Five’. Figure 8 shows the Lorenz curves for the citations for six decades and
table 4 indicates the corresponding Gini coefficients.
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Figure 8: Lorenz curve of citations to 676 journals by decades.
1956-1966 1967-1976 1977-1986 1987-1996 1997-2006 2007-2016
67.97 82.73 81.08 82.56 82.82 85.07
Table 4: Gini of citations to journals.
Once more, the data reveals that concentration has increased from a Gini of around 68 to a
Gini of around 85. The increases occured mostly between the first two and last two observation
periods, where the Gini rose by 15 and 3 points, respectively. During the 40 years between
1967 and 2006 the Gini remained stable at around 82. Throughout the entire time span, the
Ginis for journal concentration were consistently higher than those for article concentration.
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4.3 Geographic concentration
Data on affiliation, and thus also regional distribution of authors, is available from 1980-2014.
Geographic concentration in this period is even more pronounced than may be expected. Table
5 shows the share of articles and citations as well as mean citations per article by world regions5.
Authors affiliated with institutions in North America, i.e. the United States and Canada, are
involved in nearly half of all articles. Western European authors participate in more than a
third, followed by Asia (8.8), Eastern Europe (5.2), and Oceania (4.8). Only around 2 out
of 100 articles are authored by economists in the Middle East or Latin America, only one is
authored by economists in Africa6.
World Region Share of
Articles
Share of
Citations
Citations
per Article
North America 49.06 73.56 14.86
Western Europe 34.00 27.60 8.87
Asia 8.79 4.33 6.16
Eastern Europe 5.26 1.24 3.89
Oceania 4.76 2.80 6.55
Latin America 1.96 0.95 6.71
Middle East 1.79 2.38 14.02
Africa 1.19 0.38 4.25
Not Assigned 6.40 1.92 5.62
Table 5: Share of articles (co-)authored, Share of citations received, and mean number of citations per article
by world region, 1980-2014.
While these shares are indicative of concentration and are markedly higher than could be
expected from the population of each region, once more, citations display an even stronger
concentration. Articles (co-)authored by researchers from North America receive a dispropor-
tionately higher share of 73.6 percent of citations. The share of all other regions except the
Middle East is disproportionately lower. Eastern Europe, Latin America and Africa together
receive a mere 2.6 percent of all citations.
5 Table 12 specifies which countries have been assigned to which world region. The assignment is largely based
on Thomson Reuters’ classification, though necessarily arbitrary to some extent.
6 The shares do not sum to 100 percent as co-authored articles are counted once for each region. The same
accounts for institutions and authors in the following. 6.4 percent of articles could not be assigned to a
region.
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The source of this further disproportionate concentration in citations is the substantially
different number of mean citations per article between world regions. On average, an article
receives 11.1 citations over the observation period 1980-2014. For North America it is 14.9,
while it is significantly below the overall average for all other regions apart from the Middle
East (14.0), where Isreal’s high number of citations pushes up the mean.
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Figure 9: Share of articles by world region by year,
1980-2014.
Middle East Africa Not Assigned
Eastern Europe Oceania Latin America
North America Western Europe Asia
19
81
19
86
19
91
19
96
20
01
20
06
20
11
19
81
19
86
19
91
19
96
20
01
20
06
20
11
19
81
19
86
19
91
19
96
20
01
20
06
20
11
0
25
50
75
100
0
25
50
75
100
0
25
50
75
100
Year
Pe
rc
e
n
t
Figure 10: Share of citations to world region by
year, 1980-2014.
Figures 9 and 10 illustrate the dynamics of geographic concentration. North America’s share
of articles has been declining since the 1990s, while Western Europe’s share has increased
simultaneously. A clear positive trend can also be identified for Asia, to a lesser extent for
Oceania and (only recently) for Eastern Europe, while Latin America, the Middle East and
Africa barely register on the graph and only show very small increases. Similar trends are
observable for the share of citations. Nonetheless, on the level of citations concentration seems
to be more persistent.
4.4 Institutional concentration
To analyse institutional concentration, we identify the top 20 economics departments based on
the number of citations they received in total. In the following, we investigate the importance
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Institution Rank Citations Articles Citations
per
Article
Harvard University 1 153,982 5,524 32.38
University of Chicago 2 120,572 3,283 41.50
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) 3 105,310 3,263 36.66
Princeton University 4 83,764 2,367 40.54
Stanford University 5 80,910 3,484 27.13
University of Pennsylvania 6 79,015 3,448 26.38
University of California Berkeley 7 76,698 3,977 22.62
Northwestern University 8 69,443 2,841 28.25
Yale University 9 62,903 2,661 28.12
London School Economics & Political Science 10 62,613 3,753 20.45
New York University 11 54,786 2,772 23.35
Columbia University 12 52,026 2,939 21.07
University of Rochester 13 46,101 1,244 41.38
University of California San Diego 14 43,549 1,364 37.25
University of California Los Angeles 15 41,456 2,155 22.57
University of Michigan 16 41,177 2,521 19.87
University of Wisconsin Madison 17 39,487 2,336 20.35
University of Oxford 18 38,962 3,185 15.52
University of Minnesota Twin Cities 19 37,400 2,100 21.62
University of Maryland College Park 20 35,562 2,294 18.81
Table 6: 5 and 20 most cited institutions, 1980-2014
of these 20 institutions. The data on institutions further adds to the picture of geographic
concentration presented above, as 18 of the 20 institutions are located in the U.S. and two in
Great Britain. Table 6 provides an overview.
The numbers are also indicative of a high degree of concentration along the institutional
dimension. The top five institutions alone account for over 16 thousand articles and 480
thousand citations, i.e. 19.2 percent of all citations. The top 20 account for around 50 thousand
articles and 1.06 million citations between 1980 and 2014. That corresponds to 15.5 percent
of all articles and 42.5 percent of all citations during that time period. The mean number
of citations per article for the top 5 (33.4) and top 20 (25.1) institutions is also significantly
higher than the overall average of 11.1 (see table 7).
The share of citations received by these 20 top institutions increased from around 35 percent
in the early 1980s to a peak of around 47 percent in 1993, as illustrated in figure 11. Since
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Sample Citations Share
of all ci-
tations
Articles Share
of all
articles
Citations
per
Article
Top 5 481,266 19.22 16,611 5.12 33.43
Top 20 1,063,113 42.46 50,338 15.51 25.05
Table 7: Overview on 5 and 20 most cited institutions, 1980-2014
then, it has been gradually declining to around 40 percent in 2014. The top 5 institutions
alone accounted for around 20 percent of all citations in 1988. Their share remained relatively
stable over the rest of the observation period, being still at 18 percent in 2014.
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Figure 11: Share of citations to articles from top 20
institutions, 1980-2014.
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Figure 12: Share of articles from top 20 institutions
in 100, 250, 500, 1000 most-cited articles,
1980-2014.
The share of articles by authors affiliated with a top 20 institution in the 100, 250, 500,
and 1000 most-cited articles has followed similar dynamics (see figure 12), increasing strongly
until the early 1990s where it reached 84, 80, 75, and 70 percent, respectively, and slowly
declining thereafter. Again, the share of these institutions is consistently higher towards the
top, suggesting increasing concentration at the top of the discipline. Moreover, it is remarkable
that the share remained constant at 70 percent over the last two decades for the top 1000
articles.
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4.5 Author concentration
Investigating concentration on the level of authors poses a challenge, as Web of Science data
only includes the last names and first name initials. Name disambiguation based purely on
initials may lead to distorted results (Kim and Diesner, 2016). One source of problems is, for
instance, that an author may be included in the data set once with and once without his or her
middle name initial. Therefore, we manually checked the 100 most-cited authors, for whom
detailed statistics can be found in table 13 in the appendix, in order to identify cases in which
an author is mistakenly included in the data with two slightly distinct names. Where it was
possible to unreservedly confirm that two very similar but distinct versions of a name referred
to the same author, the data was matched accordingly. The concentration measures reported
below should thus be regarded as the lower limit and may be higher in reality.
Table 8 shows measures of concentration for the top 10 and top 100 authors in the data set.
Top 10
authors
Top 100
authors
Number of articles 1,123 7,180
Number of citations 128,738 531,651
Mean citations per article 114.64 74.05
Share of citations 3.63 14.97
Share of top 100 articles 22.24 77.03
Share of top 500 articles 17.04 59.94
Table 8: Top 100 authors by number of citations that have published at least 10 articles, number of articles,
citaitons, share of citations, and share of Top 500 articles.
The top 10 authors alone published over a thousand articles which were cited more than
125 thousand times, that is 3.6 percent of all citations. The top 100 authors published over
7 thousand articles which received more than half a million citations, that is 15 percent of all
citations. These top 10 and top 100 authors also account for 22.2 and 77 percent of the 100
most-cited articles and 17 and 60 percent of the 500 most-cited articles, respectively.
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4.6 Paradigmatic concentration
To analyse paradigmatic concentration, the journals were coded along the Heterodox Eco-
nomics Directory into a mainstream and a heterodox group. Table 9 shows the number of
journals and articles as well as citations received by each group. Already this first overview
reveals that schools of thought that diverge from the mainstream find less journals to publish
in and account for only a small fraction of articles (8.4 percent) and citations (3 percent).
Mainstream Heterodox Total
Journals 395 46 441
Articles 344,244 31,610 375,854
Citations 3,250,544 100,461 3,351,005
Table 9: Articles, journals and citations by school of thought (mainstream and heterodox).
Figure 13 shows the share of articles published in heterodox journals and the share of citations
these journals receive each year. While heterodox economics still played a significant role before
the 1970s, its importance rapidly declined thereafter. The share of articles fell from around 18
percent to around 9 percent until 1970, where it has remained stable ever since. The share of
citations fell from over 30 percent to around 20 percent in the same time period. Only in the
last decade the share rose again to close to 4 percent.
Figure 14 shows the share of heterodox articles in the top 1, 5, 10, and 50 percent of articles
over time. Similarly to before, the shares sharply decreased from high levels until the 1970s.
From then until the mid 2000s, the share of heterodox articles was 0 for the top 1 percent and
close to 0 for the top 5 and 10 percent. The share in the top 50 percent of articles was stable
at around 7 percent. Then, after the mid 2000s the shares started to increase to 0.5, 2, 3, and
10 percent, respectively.
5 Discussion
While previous studies have each focused on single aspects of concentration, this article pro-
vides a comprehensive picture by investigating six dimensions of concentration: article concen-
tration, journal concentration, geographic concentration, institutional concentration, author
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Figure 14: Share of heterodox articles in the top 1,
5, 10, 50 percent of articles.
concentration and paradigmatic concentration. Moreover, by investigating a large-scale data
set covering all articles published in economics journals listed in the Web of Science over the
last six decades, this study allows to draw conclusions for the discipline as a whole. Some
general features may be inferred.
• Economics is strongly concentrated along all investigated dimensions.
The overall distribution of citations to articles is very unequal with a corresponding Gini
of 0.72. A third of all articles received 0 citations, which is even higher than the rate
of ‘dry holes’ found by Laband and Tollison (2003) of around a quarter. On the journal
level the concentration is even more pronounced and the ‘Top Five’ journals (out of
675) alone account for 27.7 percent of all citations and 71 percent of the 100 most-cited
articles. North America dominates the discourse in economics, with around half of all
articles authored and three quarters of all citations received over the entire observation
period. Since the 1990s the shares have declined, mostly in favor of Western Europe.
This can be considered a trend reversal to Kalaitzidakis et al. (1999), who found no
evidence of an increase in articles published by European authors in a selection of ten
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journals between 1971 and 1994. All other regions in our analysis play a minor role and
the trend indicates only very slow change. Also institutional and author concentration
are very strong. Out of 4,337 acadmeic institutions listed in Thomson Reuters InCites,
the top 20 alone account for around 15 percent of all articles and over 42 percent of
all citations. The 10 and 100 most-cited authors received around 130,000 and 530,000
citations, respectively. That corresponds to 3.6 and 15 percent of all citations. Finally,
economics is also paradigmatically concentrated. The heterodox camp accounts for only
46 of 441 journals, 31,610 of 375,854 articles and 100,461 of 3,351,005 citations.
• Concentration on the level of citations tends to be more pronounced and
more persistent compared to the level of articles.
While both the share of articles and the share of citations are concentrated along the six
dimensions, concentration tends to be higher on the level of citations. The particularly
strong concentration in terms of the share of citations is due to the fact that those
journals, regions, institutions, authors, or paradigms that account for a larger share of
articles also have a higher mean number of citations per article.
• Concentration tends to increase towards the top of the discipline.
A feature that can be observed consistently across dimensions is that concentration in-
creases towards the top. For instance, the share of the ‘Top Five’ journals, top 20
institutions, or top 100 authors is higher in the 100 most-cited articles than in the 250,
500, or 1000 most-cited articles.
• The strongest increases in concentration occurred until the 1970s.
Both on the level of articles and journals, the strongest increases in concentration are
observable until the 1970s, followed by a long period with relatively stable Gini coefficients
(broadly consistent with the findings of Larivière et al. (2009) between 1990 and 2007 for
the natural sciences and engineering, medical fields, social sciences, and the humanities
as a whole ). Only during the last decade the coefficients rose significantly again. Most
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striking, however, is the temporal dynamics of paradigmatic concentration. Both the
overall share of heterodox articles and the share of heterodox articles in the most-cited
papers plummeted until the early 1970s. Also their share of citations fell by some 30
percent during this period. In the following decades, heterodox economics was largely
disregarded, receiving only around 3 percent of citations and accounting for barely any
of the 1, 5, or 10 most-cited percent of articles. This is consistent with the analysis that,
while the marginalisation of heterodox economics already started earlier (Lee, 2004),
neoclassical economics advanced to the position of the new undisputed orthodoxy in
economics during the 1970s. This process culminated concurrently to the development of
the finance-dominated accumulation regime (Stockhammer, 2008) after the breakdown of
the BrettonWoods system and the Fordist post-war order(Stockhammer and Ramskogler,
2012). After over 30 years during which little changed in the position of heterodox
economics, since the mid 2000s a small upward trend in the share of citations and articles
at the top of the discipline is noticeable.
• Despite the growth of the discipline, the influence of a fixed number of top
journals and institutions remains remarkably stable.
The number of journals increased from 40 in 1956 to 675 in 2016. Yet, the share of
article from the ‘Top Five’ in the 100 most-cited articles has remained stable over time.
Similarly, despite a continuously rising number of institutions up to 4,337, the share of
citations going to the top five institutions only fell by a few percent over the last 40 years
and the share of top 20 articles in the 1000 most-cited articles each year has remained
stable at around 70 percent during the same time period. Also North America’s share
of citations fell significantly less than its share of all articles. Comparable results may
be expected for author concentration. Enriching the analysis by including a dynamic
perspective on this dimension may be a valuable avenue for further research. Overall,
the results suggest that the growth of the discipline contributed over-proportionally to
the top of the hierarchy in the respective dimensions.
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This article has presented aggregate results for concentration in economics along six dimen-
sions. Interactions between these dimensions have thus far not been investigated. The general
feature that concentration increases towards the top of the discipline suggests that concentra-
tion may be even higher at the intersections of the dimensions. Further the contributions of
each of these dimensions to the stratification of the discipline may be analysed. Also switching
perspective by investigating the citation behavior and patterns of particular journals, regions,
institutions, authors, and paradigms seems promising to understand underlying dynamics that
lead to the concentration of economics. Finally, using social network analysis and applying
text-mining methods to the keywords and abstracts of the articles may allow further insights
into the structure of the discipline.
6 Conclusion
The constitution of economics as a discipline has been much debated over the last few decades.
The failure of economics to predict the financial and economic crisis has further fuelled this
discussion (Colander, 2011). In this debate, concentration of the discipline is key as it may lead
to an intellectual ‘lock-in’, where an elite within economics, be it a limited number of journals,
institutions, authors, or countries, shield it from new approaches and ideas (Hodgson and
Rothman, 1999). The dominant position of such an elite is reinforced by path-dependencies
and network effects (Merton, 1968; Sterman and Wittenberg, 1999). For instance, following
unwritten rules and codes (Fourcarde et al., 2015) or adhering to the dominant paradigm may
often be essential to be able to publish in certain journals, obtain tenure, or earn research
funds (Kapeller, 2010).
Moreover, not only may concentration lead to intellectual ‘lock-in’, economics may also
be ‘locked in concentration’, as “[e]conomists . . . tend to see institutionalized hierarchies as
emergent, truthful indicators of some underlying worth, and consequently are obsessed with
them” (Fourcarde et al., 2015, p. 98). An indicator that economists are equating concentration
with quality is the fact that there is more data and research about rankings in economics than
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in all other social sciences (Fourcarde et al., 2015). These rankings based on citation metrics,
which have become increasingly important recently, further act as an amplifier of existing
modes of hierarchy formation (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2009).
This study provides a quantitative overview on the level and dynamics of concentration in
economics along six dimensions. The results indicate that the discipline is highly concentrated
and that concentration has been increasing over the last six decades. Recent trends do not
prompt the conclusion that this dynamics will soon reverse. The danger this entails for dis-
cipline’s ability to change and embrace alternative approaches and innovation was pointedly
summarized by George Akerlof (2017) in his recent panel address at the 2017 ASSA conference:
“What I am worried about most of all is what we don’t see. So, I am worried about
the analysis that is never seen, that never becomes a paper. And it doesn’t become a
paper, because it can’t become a paper. And it can’t become a paper, because that’s
not what a paper in economics is all about.”
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7 Appendix
Research Item Frequency Citations Citations
per item
Items
with 0
citations
Article 406,974 3,228,507 7.93 128,990
Article; Proceedings Paper 20,529 225,587 10.99 3,691
Note 20,502 73,347 3.58 10,775
Review 5,516 69,343 12.57 1,822
Article; Book Chapter 544 2,181 4.01 544
Software Review 363 326 0.90 228
Review; Book Cchapter 36 581 16.14 4
Article; Retracted Publication 4 6 1.50 0
Hardware Review 2 0 0.00 2
Database Rreview 2 2 1.00 0
Book Review 140,643 27,306 0.19 126786
Meeting Abstract 38,482 1794 0.05 37471
Editorial Material 19,978 26,165 1.31 12013
Letter 6,237 7,655 1.23 4,469
Discussion 1,870 1,059 0.57 1,320
Editorial Material; Book Chapter 10 4 0.40 8
Correction 1,331 1,458 1.10 943
Correction, Addition 1,126 1,178 1.05 701
Biographical Item 1,096 605 0.55 770
Item about an Individual 792 584 0.74 529
News Item 376 42 0.11 354
Reprint 196 357 1.82 129
Bibliography 123 280 2.28 95
Reprint; Book Chapter 4 4 1.00 1
Chronology 2 0 0.00 2
Aabstract of Published Item 1 1 1.00 0
Fiction, Creative Prose 1 1 1.00 0
Table 10: Research Items. Items in bold are included in the dataset, Items in italics are included above the
threshold of 10 citations. All other items are not included.
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All Journals 2016 Journals After 1979
Total citations 3,550,852 2,503,968 3,351,005
Total articles 449,628 324,452 375,854
Cited articles 302,120 225,477 275,639
Share of articles with zero citations 32.81 30.51 26.66
Mean citations per article 11.75 11.11 12.16
Median citations per article 3 4 4
Citations of the most highly cited article 4,425 3,988 4,182
Standard deviation of mean citations 43.22 37.33 43.42
Gini of citations 0.72 0.71 0.72
Table 11: Overview on the three discussed subsamples.
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Asia Japan, China Mainland, India, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Sin-
gapore, Thailand, Malaysia, Pakistan, Philippines, Indonesia, Vietnam,
Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Cambodia, Mongolia, Laos, Macau,
Myanmar, Brunei, Micronesia, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Bhutan, Mal-
dives, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan
Oceania Australia, New Zealand, French Polynesia, Fiji, Samoa, New Caledonia,
Palau, Tonga, Vanuatu, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Cook
Islands
North America Usa, Canada
Latin America Brazil, Mexico, Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Venezuela, Peru, Uruguay,
Cuba, Panama, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Jamaica, Bolivia, Trinidad & To-
bago, Guatemala, Guadeloupe, Barbados, French Guiana, Paraguay,
Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Honduras, Haiti, W Ind Assoc St, Mar-
tinique, El Salvador, Guyana, Belize, Bahamas, Grenada, Suriname,
Bermuda, Dominica, Saint Kitts & Nevis, Netherlands Antilles
Western Europe United Kingdom, England, France, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden,
Belgium, Scotland, Denmark, Finland, Austria, Greece, Portugal, Ire-
land, Wales, Northern Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, Norway, Switzer-
land, Vatican, Iceland, Germany ( Fed Rep Ger), Malta, Reunion, Ger-
many ( Ger Dem Rep), Monaco, Liechtenstein, San Marino, Germany
Eastern Europe Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania, Slovenia, Bulgaria, Slo-
vakia, Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, Cyprus, Latvia, Ukraine, Repub-
lic Of Georgia, Estonia, Yugoslavia, Croatia, Czechoslovakia, Ukraine,
Serbia, Latvia, Armenia, Belarus, Azerbaijan, Turkey, Bosnia & Herze-
govina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia & Montenegro, Russia,
Ussr, Moldova, Albania
Middle East Israel, Iran, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, Jor-
dan, Lebanon, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Syria, Iraq, Bahrain, Yemen,
Afghanistan
Africa South Africa, Egypt, Kenya, Nigeria, Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria, Tanza-
nia, Uganda, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe, Ghana, Cameroon, Malawi, Senegal,
Cote Ivoire, Sudan, Zambia, Gambia, Burkina Faso, Botswana, Congo
Democratic Republic, Gabon, Mali, Madagascar, Senegambia, Benin,
Mozambique, Reunion, Namibia, Niger, Rwanda, Libya, Congo Peo-
ples Rep, Mauritius, Guinea Bissau, Seychelles, Cent Afr Republ, Togo,
Sierra Leone, Guinea, Swaziland, Liberia, Burundi, Angola, Chad, Mau-
ritania, Eritrea, Lesotho, Somalia, Cape Verde, Equatorial Guinea
Table 12: World Regions
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R. Author Citations Articles Citations
per
Article
R. Author Citations Articles Citations
per
Article
1 Shleifer A 17,686 132 133.98 51 Deaton A 5,562 71 78.34
2 Stiglitz JE 16,004 227 70.50 52 Feldstein M 5,530 172 32.15
3 Engle RF 14,457 87 166.17 53 West KD 5,483 44 124.61
4 Barro RJ 13,863 98 141.46 54 Sims CA 5,469 66 82.86
5 Heckman JJ 13,548 147 92.16 55 Murphy KM 5,459 51 107.04
6 Lucas RE 13,131 84 156.32 56 Rosen S 5,403 59 91.58
7 Becker GS 12,133 70 173.33 57 Akerlof GA 5,369 54 99.43
8 Fama EF 11,068 62 178.52 58 Diebold FX 5,359 69 77.67
9 Tirole J 10,264 150 68.43 59 Sargent TJ 5,300 115 46.09
10 Stock JH 9,732 70 139.03 60 Grossman SJ 5,289 31 170.61
11 Granger CWJ 9,574 95 100.78 61 Hamilton JD 5,267 53 99.38
12 Phillips PCB 9,342 212 44.07 62 Holmstrom B 5,265 36 146.25
13 Vishny RW 8,708 49 177.71 63 Fehr E 5,224 83 62.94
14 Hausman JA 8,319 93 89.45 64 Tversky A 5,141 14 367.21
15 Helpman E 8,099 97 83.49 65 Grossman GM 5,125 69 74.28
16 Levine R 8,072 59 136.81 66 Diamond PA 5,118 89 57.51
17 Acemoglu D 8,052 141 57.11 67 Maskin E 5,079 76 66.83
18 Prescott EC 7,648 65 117.66 68 Jorgenson DW 5,070 109 46.51
19 Milgrom P 7,584 59 128.54 69 Krueger AB 4,989 65 76.75
20 Lopezdesilanes F 7,353 35 210.09 70 Arrow KJ 4,965 71 69.93
21 Campbell JY 7,334 69 106.29 71 Hansen BE 4,916 52 94.54
22 Pesaran MH 7,311 119 61.44 72 King RG 4,845 44 110.11
23 White H 7,290 104 70.10 73 Schmidt P 4,820 100 48.20
24 Bollerslev T 7,251 55 131.84 74 Kreps DM 4,797 26 184.50
25 Kahneman D 7,239 27 268.11 75 Merton RC 4,678 19 246.21
26 Gertler M 7,172 50 143.44 76 Stigler GJ 4,632 55 84.22
27 Alesina A 7,162 93 77.01 77 Besley T 4,454 100 44.54
28 Newey WK 7,093 69 102.80 78 Fudenberg D 4,453 95 46.87
29 Hansen LP 6,961 59 117.98 79 Johnson S 4,434 60 73.90
30 Griliches Z 6,921 81 85.44 80 List JA 4,413 151 29.23
31 Blundell R 6,847 109 62.82 81 Stulz RM 4,409 74 59.58
32 Mankiw NG 6,836 76 89.95 82 Shiller RJ 4,348 70 62.11
33 Hall RE 6,817 79 86.29 83 Katz LF 4,320 52 83.08
34 Jensen MC 6,722 15 448.13 84 Laffont JJ 4,301 153 28.11
35 Blanchard OJ 6,641 88 75.47 85 Samuelson PA 4,271 140 30.51
36 Glaeser EL 6,572 96 68.46 86 Rosenzweig MR 4,241 96 44.18
37 Perron P 6,437 61 105.52 87 Rabin M 4,198 41 102.39
38 French KR 6,328 31 204.13 88 Ross SA 4,189 38 110.24
39 La PORTA 6,324 25 252.96 89 Easterly W 4,105 51 80.49
40 Johansen S 6,308 35 180.23 90 Card D 4,102 76 53.97
41 Krugman P 6,277 70 89.67 91 Hendry DF 4,095 100 40.95
42 Romer PM 6,150 29 212.07 92 Baumol WJ 4,088 133 30.74
43 Solow RM 6,122 62 98.74 93 Rodrik D 4,087 74 55.23
44 Rogoff K 6,073 73 83.19 94 Jovanovic B 4,072 71 57.35
45 Aghion P 6,026 94 64.11 95 Roberts J 4,066 98 41.49
46 Gali J 5,890 52 113.27 96 Calvo GA 3,979 79 50.37
47 Summers LH 5,820 91 63.96 97 Andreoni J 3,908 45 86.84
48 Andrews DWK 5,726 73 78.44 98 Shapiro C 3,891 47 82.79
49 Watson MW 5,652 54 104.67 99 Bond S 3,884 21 184.95
50 Arellano M 5,598 25 223.92 100 Demsetz H 3,860 36 107.22
Table 13: Top 100 Authors 1956-2016
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